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This paper reports on a research project undertaken with members of a community
garden in Port Melbourne, Australia, to investigate the ways in which such a
facility contributes to the enhancement of health, wellbeing and contact with
nature for urban dwellers. Ten members from an urban community garden were
interviewed using qualitative semi-structured questions exploring perceptions of
health and wellbeing benefits associated with membership. The garden was felt by
members to be a sanctuary where people could come together and escape daily
pressures, a source of advice and social support, and a place which gave them a
sense of worth and involvement. Members also identified spiritual, fitness and
nutritional benefits arising from participation in the community garden. It is
evident even from this small qualitative study that community gardening offers
many health and wellbeing benefits to members. This study provides a basis for
the benefits of community gardens in Australia to be taken into account by policy-
makers and practitioners to enhance urban community health and wellbeing.
Keywords: health; wellbeing; urban and community garden
Western society has undergone major changes in the last century, significantly
impacting on individual and community health. Arai and Pedlar (2003) maintain that
the increased pace of life and urbanisation, due to globalisation, is changing popula-
tion health, the way people live and people’s perception of the environment around
them. In response to the changes, Australia as a nation is trying to improve individual
and community health by spending approximately 9% of gross domestic product on
health (AIHW, 2004). This study focuses on the preventative strategy of community
gardening in Australia as an effective way of dealing with population health and
adapting to changes occurring in western society.
Health incorporates a ‘state of complete physical, mental and social wellbeing and
not merely the absence of disease or infirmity’ (WHO, 1946). This definition of health
encompasses not just the physical, but also psycho-social elements of health. Within
the contemporary health discourse, the concept of wellbeing has emerged as an impor-
tant indicator of the growing acceptance of a broad definition of health (Germov,
1999; Grbich, 2004). Throughout this paper ‘health’ refers to holistic health including
physical, mental and social wellbeing. While there is no clear definition of this
concept, there does appear to be some recognition of commonality in the factors that
influence wellbeing. Furnass (1996) suggests that the components of wellbeing
*Corresponding author. Email: king_yotti@hotmail.com
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include: satisfactory human relationships; meaningful occupation; and opportunities
for contact with nature, creative expression, and making a positive contribution to
human society. More recently Trewin stated that: 
From birth to death, life enmeshes us within a dynamic culture consisting of the natural
environment…, the human made environment…, social arrangements … and human
consciousness … Wellbeing depends on all the factors that interact within this culture
and can be seen as a state of health or sufficiency in all aspects of life. (2001, p. 6)
In keeping with the definitions of wellbeing provided by Trewin and by Furnass, a
substantial body of research has focused on the psychological and physiological bene-
fits of contact with nature (e.g. Frumkin, 2002; Kaplan & Talbot, 1988; Maller,
Townsend, Brown, & St. Leger, 2002; Maller, Townsend, Pryor, Brown, & St. Leger,
2006; Ulrich, 1986). Recognition of the importance of contact with nature for human
health and wellbeing has been highlighted by Wilson (1993) who suggests that
humans are innately connected and attracted to the natural world (termed ‘biophilia’).
With increased urbanisation people may feel a detachment from the natural environ-
ment where green spaces are ‘reserved for visual contemplation rather than explora-
tion on foot’ (Ingold, 2004, p. 329). Wilson and others (e.g. Gullone, 2000; Kellert,
1997) have suggested that, despite modern humans’ urbanised lifestyle, the intrinsic
connectedness to nature remains. Maller and colleagues (2002, p. 25) state that ‘advo-
cates of biophilia believe … we continue to rely intellectually, emotionally, physi-
cally, and spiritually on our affiliation with nature’. Other research identifies that
human attachment to nature is grounded in education and developed through experi-
encing nature (Orr, 1993).
Kaplan and Kaplan (1989) have suggested that ‘nearby nature’ plays an important
role in benefiting health. Residents of densely populated areas are more likely than
others to describe their environment as negative, and to report feeling less safe, less
satisfied and less socially involved with their neighbours (Zaff & Devlin, 1998). This
may be due to the increase in urbanisation being associated with a decline in contact
with nature (Frumkin, 2002; Uzzell, Pol, & Badenas, 2002).
Background
Gardening is one of the most common ways of interacting with nature/green spaces in
the urban environment (Lewis, 1996). In Australia, gardening ranks in the top five
leisure time activities citizens engage in within their households (Lawrence, 1997).
People have been shown to gain significant health benefits by undertaking as little as
30 minutes of gardening daily (Nieman, 2003). Bird (2004) highlighted that moderate
physical activity (a preventable health risk strategy by reducing likelihood of cardio-
vascular disease) can be achieved through gardening activities and can suit any level
of fitness.
Furthermore, Ulrich (1986) noted that exposure to vegetation reduces fear and has
positive effects on individuals, such as increased affection and elation. Francis and
Hester (1990) noted that gardening is not only a joyful experience but can also be ther-
apeutic. Involvement with gardens has been shown to ‘help overcome social isolation
among people with disabilities through embracement’ (Burls & Caan, 2005, p. 1222).
Domestic gardens have been identified as a rich environment for the satisfaction of
human needs by enhancing feelings such as subsistence, protection, affection, identity,
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self-expression, self-enhancement, pleasure and freedom (Hitchings, 2006; Lawrence,
1997; Lee, 2000). Chevalier (1998, p. 58) noted domestic gardens may also be spaces
for sharing of advice, knowledge and values.
Community gardens (defined as plots of land allocated to individuals to create
gardens of their choice in a communal environment) provide a range of opportunities
for enhancing health, wellbeing, opportunity for contact with nature and an outlet
away from the ‘built’ environment (Port Phillip Online, 2006). Community gardens
became popularised in western countries in the twentieth century by virtue of supple-
menting food supplies to individuals (Armstrong, 2000; Twiss, Dickinson, Duma,
Kleinman, & Paulsen, 2003). Community gardens have since spread worldwide
mainly for food production, income, creating employment and to improve local envi-
ronments (Irvine, Johnson, & Peter, 1999). They also allow urban residents to
become physically and socially active and to feel part of a community (Bartolomei,
Corkery, Judd, & Thompson, 2003; Relf, 1992).
To date, most health research on community gardens is from the USA and
England where membership is associated with increased fitness, community cohe-
sion, education, job satisfaction, increased leadership skills, improving socio-
economic status and access to fresh foods (Armstrong, 2000; Brown & Jameton,
2000; Doyle & Krasny, 2003; Glover, 2003; Relf, 1992; Shinew, Glover, & Parry,
2004; Twiss et al., 2003). For example, community gardening creates opportunity for
culturally diverse groups and people of different ages to come together and develop a
sense of community and belonging (Crouch, 2003; Rhode & Kendle, 1997; Shinew
et al., 2004). Recently the Nursery and Garden Industry Australia Limited (2006,
p. 1) highlighted the importance of the restorative and community building aspects of
gardening, saying: 
Australians consistently report high levels of anxiety, irritability, grumpiness – all asso-
ciated with what is assumed to be a rising level of tension in the community … Gardens
and gardening may offer one of the few antidotes to a community so frenzied.
Henderson-Wilson (2007, p. 270) found that ‘the inclusion of useable and accessible
community and rooftop gardens can foster a sense of community amongst … resi-
dents’. While there has been a rise in popularity in Australia of community gardening,
reasons for this are unclear and there is a lack of Australian research related to the
health and wellbeing benefits associated with this amenity (Maller et al., 2002).
Overseas studies indicate that motives for joining community gardens include: 
(1) developing positive aesthetic changes and providing safety for a neighbour-
hood (Glover, 2003);
(2) the love of gardening and nature (Armstrong, 2000; Shinew et al., 2004);
(3) ethical motives such as environmental sustainability (Irvine et al., 1999);
(4) building relationships with other members of the community (Armstrong,
2000);
(5) learning about plants, seeds, roots and shoots (Lewis, 1996); and
(6) to be able to exercise (Armstrong, 2000).
The aim of this study was to understand the health and wellbeing benefits of an
Australian community garden from members’ perspectives. Two key questions
addressed by the research were (1) what are the motives for becoming a member of an
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urban community garden and (2) how do members perceive the health and wellbeing
benefits of being involved in the garden.
Context
The first official community garden in Melbourne was established in 1977 in
Nunawading (Hering, 1995) and currently there are 46 community gardens spread
around Melbourne (Kingsley & Townsend, 2006). The research on which this paper
is based focused on the ‘Dig In’ community garden, situated in the parklands of
Murphy Reserve, in Port Melbourne (Kingsley & Townsend, 2006). Murphy Reserve
consists of a number of sporting fields and leisure activity sites. ‘Dig In’, which was
established in 2002 and has 55 members – 47 of which are women (Kingsley &
Townsend, 2006) – is situated on the far western side of the parklands, adjacent to the
soccer field and office buildings, close to Beacon Cove. Plummer Street runs parallel
to the community garden and it is a largely industrial area. At the other end of the
garden is the busy Williamstown Road which is a more residential area.
There are currently 44 plots of varying size from 3×3 m to 5×5 m being predomi-
nantly used for vegetable production with a couple of young fruit trees and some
flowers also evident. Access to the garden is limited to members and membership is
gained by formal application to the Port Melbourne neighbourhood house (neighbour-
hood houses are defined as ‘local organisations that provide social, educational and
recreational activities for their communities in a welcoming supportive environment’
– ANHLC, 2006). Port Melbourne, a bay side suburb in the inner city Melbourne
area, is divided into private high-rise housing along the shoreline and less dense urban
housing inland. The population of 10,500 in Port Melbourne – a sub-section of the
Local Government Authority of Port Phillip – increased by 32.8% from 1996 to 2001
(Port Phillip Online, 2004).
‘Dig In’ community garden members range in age from 20 to 69 years. The
gardeners are predominantly female, Anglo-Saxon, middle-class and in their 50s.
Three specific plots are used by a local group for people with intellectual disabilities.
‘Dig In’ members are able to access the garden at any time and once a month there is
‘working bee’ to maintain the garden area and build social connections.
Methodology
For this project, qualitative methodology was used to collect data because it offers
opportunity for greater insight into individuals’ understanding and lived experiences
(Altschuler, Somkin, & Adler, 2004; Denzin & Lincoln, 1998). Qualitative research
‘is very often seen as having a more fluid and exploratory character’ (J. Mason, 1996,
p. 9) allowing an ‘emphasis [on] discovering novel or unanticipated findings and the
possibility of altering research plans in response to such serendipitous occurrences’
(Bryman, 1984, pp. 77–78). In exploratory research such as this there is a need to
adopt qualitative methodology which selects ‘information rich cases’ to gain a better
understanding of the research area (Rice & Ezzy, 1999).
‘Dig In’ was an interesting site for research because it was a relatively newly
established garden. Participation in the research was invited through a ‘gatekeeper’,
the president of ‘Dig In’, who identified if anyone would like to participate in the
study. Snowball sampling was applied as the first informants were asked if they knew
anyone else from the gardens who would like to be involved. The final number of
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people interviewed was determined on the basis of saturated sampling, confirmed
when no new themes were emerging from the interviews.
Saturation was reached at 10 key informants: seven were female and three male
and all were of Anglo-Saxon English/Australian origin. The youngest informant was
27 years old and the oldest 69 years old. Eight of the informants lived in Port
Melbourne and the remaining informants lived in nearby suburbs. A bias in the sample
of this study was that six members were actually on the committee, suggesting that
these informants were among the more active members in the community garden.
A semi-structured interview schedule consisting of open-ended questions was
designed to elicit descriptive responses on the members’ perceptions of health and
wellbeing benefits from their involvement in ‘Dig In’. Thematic analysis was used to
identify themes emerging from the data. Data was than coded to gain an understanding
of members’ perception. Open and axial coding was used in this investigation
(Creswell, 1998; Minichiello, Sullivan, Greenwood, & Axford, 1999). The findings
provide a ‘snap shot’ of the ‘Dig In’ community gardeners’ experiences rather than a
representational or longitudinal analysis, since the sample size was limited and data
was gathered from a single interview with each participant.
Results
Members universally described ‘Dig In’ as beneficial to their health and wellbeing,
being like a sanctuary within their community, a supportive environment and a place
of spirituality. ‘Dig In’ allowed members to have a defined role in their community
and gave them a sense of achievement. Some described the exercise and nutritional
value of their produce as having an added health impact.
‘Dig In’: a sanctuary from pressures of the world
Members acknowledged that the community garden was a ‘no pressure’ environment
where people could come together and relax as a collective rather than in isolation.
Some members described it as an escape, with one member highlighting that the
‘garden has a lot of things going for people who are in stressful environments of today
and who want to get away from pressures’. The gardens offered a de-stressing envi-
ronment, with one member saying ‘last week my daughter was stressed … I made her
come down and garden … and when she does she feels so much better’. This relaxing
environment was a sanctuary where ‘like-minded people’ could come together and
undertake an activity that they had a passion for, while building a closer connection to
other citizens in their community. Members acknowledged they could come together
and enjoyed being part of something bigger than just gardening. One member said: 
As soon as spring comes you will just decide to go down there in the morning and do
quite a lot of work … during the weekend there’s a lot of people and then you start
chatting and you won’t get a lot done but it’s really good just to spend the morning
plodding around…
The community garden was described by members as being a relaxing environment
that was beneficial because it got them out of the house, in the fresh air and outdoors
allowing access to an invigorating and pleasant atmosphere. A recently retired female
member identified that the garden provided reinvigoration and allowed them a space
to be themselves. This informant reiterated: 
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I have never felt better in my life and that is a real buzz. I just can’t wait to get down
here … most of the time you are on your own and you’re … whistling and carrying on
and if you sing no one can hear you.
‘Dig In’: a setting for learning, social connectedness and place attachment
The oldest member in the group explained ‘there are things I haven’t kept abreast of
… it doesn’t matter how old you are you can still learn’. Members explained that this
space allowed this to freely occur ‘by communicating with other gardeners in our
small little group’. Nearly all members expressed the view that they joined ‘Dig In’
because they wanted to be more socially connected. The social motives for joining
varied within the group. Some members acknowledged they had just moved into the
area and they wanted to be more connected with the community. They felt isolated
within the place they lived in, or only related to close friends and family. This desire
to connect with others and develop a sense of community was epitomised by a middle-
aged female who commented: 
I decided I needed to have more connection with my own community because working
in [community] development … I always felt a bit detached … so I thought I will get
involved in the community when I get back and this was one way.
Members described the location of the gardens with words such as relaxing, satisfying
and nice, mentioning the neighbouring soccer club and parklands as bringing the
community closer together and giving members a deeper connection with the area.
They also commented on the community garden as making the area much more
beautiful and green. It was considered an outlet for them in the parklands because it
gave them a place that they felt connected to. It was acknowledged that local citizens
would walk past the garden and would notice how naturally beautiful it looked and
would usually come up and ask questions, giving the gardeners a place where they
could relate to others in the community.
‘Dig In’: a supportive environment
Many members saw the garden as a supportive and an easy place to discuss issues
going on in their lives. Members occasionally spoke about deep personal issues such
as sick parents or the death of a partner, thus the garden was providing them with a
space where they could share their personal experiences. Other members spoke about
such things as travelling or where the closest doctor was located, allowing ‘Dig In’ to
be a space for advice. A practical example of this was that the gardeners brought out
a regular newsletter giving members the opportunity to access information from one
another.
‘Dig In’: a place of spirituality
Spirituality featured in the way members described their gardening experience. There
were two distinct themes that emerged in this area: members saw the garden as giving
them a connection with nature and a sense of spirituality in their life. It was acknowl-
edged that watching plants grow and being actively involved in the process gave
members a ‘connection with the earth’ and allowed them to be ‘in touch with nature’.
Members cited a sense of joy gained through watching the plants grow, describing the
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process as amazing and giving them a thrill. Some members described gardening
being like meditation and a ‘way of releasing tension’, with one member noting ‘it is
really good for your soul to handle plants’. Some went further, noting such an activity
‘keeps you aware of a higher power’ and another connected gardening to our ‘hunting
and gathering’ past. One member stated ‘one is nearer to God in the garden than
anywhere else on earth’.
‘Dig In’: opportunities and a sense of achievement
Members noted that being part of ‘Dig In’ allowed them to connect with and enjoy
their community, enabling people to achieve goals they did not think they were capa-
ble of. This sense of achievement, described by some as sense of worth, was identified
on a number of different levels. Some perceived the community garden as developing
and challenging the individual, most noting ‘it’s more rewarding with our own food’
and some acknowledging that it was rewarding to learn how things grew, making them
think about where things came from. However, some members established roles that
gave them a greater sense of achievement on a larger scale. For example one member
who set up the community composting at the garden stated: 
To me that was a real challenge to get the composting going … so I have put a lot of
energy into getting that to work and to me that was a personal challenge … to me that
was personal sense of achievement.
Almost all members interviewed identified that they joined the garden in part because
they ‘loved gardening’. One member even noted that prior to the community garden
being opened he ‘leased a plot from a chap around the corner’. An older informant
identified that when she moved into the area she ‘was keen on gardening so that was
like the requirement’ of where they would live. A vivid description of this passion
towards gardening was expressed by one member: 
I always loved gardening, growing veggies is so wonderful … it’s a very pleasant atmo-
sphere – I just lose myself. I always had a garden and have always loved growing things
… there is a thrill in seeing something grow and being able to eat produce.
‘Dig In’: physical benefits
Many respondents highlighted that working in the gardens improved their physical
fitness. Reasons why these members saw it as beneficial to their health included that
it was good physical exercise, therapeutic: ‘it allows you to develop your muscles …
because you are digging’ and it forces you to ‘bend up and down’. One member
stated: ‘it’s more interesting than going to the gym and walking up and down on a
treadmill’. Tasks members considered physically strenuous were composting and plot
maintenance, which included hammering, mulching and turning the soil. An older
member explained that they were capable of doing gym work at such a late age
because they had been heavily involved in the garden prior to joining the gym. One
member highlighted that involvement in gardening had enhanced their health, noting,
‘I had a major heart attack six years ago … now I am getting fitter all the time … I
can do two hours down here and feel excellent’.
On the other hand, some respondents did not perceive any impact on their health
from such activities. Reasons for this were that members described the work as ‘not
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overly taxing’ work or that they were fit prior to starting at the gardens. Interestingly,
most members noted that getting to the gardens was more important to their physical
fitness than the gardening itself, with most participants commenting they would either
walk or ride a bicycle to the gardens. Members noted ‘I walk to “Dig In” with my dog
so it has made me show a bit of initiative’ or ‘I exercise to get down there because I
walk the dog’.
‘Dig In’: better food
Most members acknowledged that the produce they ate from their gardens was good
for their health. One respondent acknowledged, in reference to the vegetables they
grew, ‘well you get better nutrition’. Issues that members raised as to why these
vegetables were better for their health included that they were organic, fulfilling to eat
and that they as gardeners became educated about where the produce came from.
Members noted that the organic vegetables at the garden were ‘better than market
veggies because they are chemically controlled’ and ‘you are not using herbicides and
pesticides and gardening organically is healthier to start with’.
Most members commented that they started at the community garden because they
wanted to be involved in an environmentally sustainable programme and eat self-
grown organic vegetables. Members identified that they liked the ‘opportunity to grow
vegetables … that haven’t been sprayed [or] polluted’ and a couple of members went
further commenting that it was better to know where the vegetables come from, linking
their gardening to nutrition, health and food security.
‘Dig In’: barriers to community gardening
Some members identified that they encountered impediments to sustained involve-
ment in the ‘Dig In’ community garden. The time-constraining factor of having a child
was highlighted by one member: 
I don’t get down there often enough because of my young one … I used to take him
down to water but he thought it was more fun to water mummy than the garden … at the
moment there is nothing in my plot … I asked my mum to come down to Melbourne to
look after Timmy for a day so I can go and do some heavy work.
For other informants distance played a part. Some members identified distance from
the garden as a constraining factor. Infrastructure at the garden also acted as a barrier
to greater participation. The lack of toilet facilities at ‘Dig In’ and other community
gardens limited the time that people could spend at the gardens; this was evident with
the older adults and was a public health issue. What the findings emphasised is how
time consuming active involvement in the community garden is, with one member
saying, ‘by the time I come home from work … the thought of battling the traffic again
is one of the reasons I haven’t gone as often’. Although the study did not involve
people who were not members of the garden, the factors identified as constraining
members’ active involvement seem likely to be factors that might prevent membership.
Discussion
The ‘Dig In’ community garden offers an environment which can foster improved
health and wellbeing as defined by Trewin (2001) and Furnass (1996), and which
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reflects the World Health Organization’s (WHO, 1946) definition of health, embracing
psycho-social elements of life. Members identified many positive social influences
which impacted on individual wellbeing that included living in a community, rather
than in isolation, being surrounded by like minded people and building closer connec-
tions with citizens in their neighbourhood. This was enhanced by participants feeling
that ‘Dig In’ was a supportive environment for them. Environmental influences were
positively described, many seeing the garden as an escape or sanctuary away from
everyday life where they could de-stress and relax. Hence, this encouraged members
to get outdoors and ‘learn, work, play and love’ (Ottawa Charter for Health Promo-
tion, WHO, 1986).
Members noted that, since joining ‘Dig In’ community garden, they were happier
in their everyday life and noted an improvement in the perception of their own well-
being. Members described the community garden as being a source of reinvigoration,
relaxation and being therapeutic. This corroborates early research by Ulrich (1986)
who noted that exposure to vegetation and gardening had positive effects on individ-
uals, such as increased affection and elation.
These emotional and physical feelings gave ‘Dig In’ members a sense of connec-
tion to a geographic location and a sense of achievement in being part of something
unique in their community. This perhaps reflects the descriptions of Shinew and
colleagues (2004) and Glover (2003), who perceived that joining a community garden
was revitalising the community area through producing organic vegetables.
Social interaction plays a big part in why members joined and were involved in,
this community garden. For example, community gardeners maintained that they
joined because they wanted to build stronger connections with others in their commu-
nity, because they felt isolated or they just wanted to develop or deepen a pre-existing
attachment. This idea has been upheld by Glover (2003, p. 192) who noted ‘community
gardens are often more about the community than they are about the gardening’.
Armstrong (2000) found that community gardens were perceived to be a place for
socialising and encouraging people of local communities to join leisure activities. This
is of great importance as with the increase in urbanisation individuals have less contact
with nature (Frumkin, 2002; Uzzell et al., 2002) and feel less safe, less satisfied and
less socially involved with their neighbourhood (Zaff & Devlin, 1998). Hence, commu-
nity gardens offer a grass roots strategy for improving Australian urban population
health and wellbeing.
Members often spoke about a spiritual connection, through gardening at ‘Dig In’
giving them a closer relationship and bringing them back to their ‘hunter gathering past’
with nature. Such relationships have been highlighted by Francis and Hester (1990)
who described the ‘forces’ and joy of nature. Many members saw the gardens as space
to connect with the natural environment and viewed it as very powerful, reflecting
Wilson’s (1993) ‘biophilia’ theory that we are all innately connected with nature.
‘Dig In’ community garden offered a form of leisure exercise, however, only some
members in the sample described it as physically beneficial. This differs from past
research which identified people gaining significant physical health benefits by
gardening (Bird, 2004; Nieman, 2003). Armstrong (2000) went to great lengths to
identify the health benefits associated with community gardening including reduced
cholesterol and reduced blood pressure. However, ‘Dig In’ members saw gardening
as ‘not overly taxing’, maybe due to the old perception that only vigorous exercise
would improve physical health (Morris et al., 1990). This may reflect differences in
perception of exertion rather than actual level of exercise (Bird, 2004).
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While the gardening activities themselves may not be considered by members as
health promoting in physical activity terms, what ‘Dig In’ accomplished was to get
people out of the house and in many cases walking to the gardens, with some members
commenting they would walk their dog or alternatively cycle down. This in itself is
likely to have health benefits, with ‘active transport’ such as walking and cycling
protecting individuals from a range of health risks such as cardiovascular disease
(C. Mason, 2000).
Food production was also seen as healthy because members of ‘Dig In’ believed
what they were growing and then eating was more nutritious than buying it from
supermarkets because it was not affected by chemicals and they knew the food source.
Irvine and colleagues (1999) identified that community gardens provide food produc-
tion in an environmentally friendly way. Further, an article in the Organic Journal
(Anonymous, 2004) pinpointed this negativity towards supermarkets and noted the
rise in people wanting to develop ‘community supported agriculture’.
This research demonstrates that community gardens have individual health and
wellbeing benefits, not least through offering an escape from daily stresses and a
social outlet in our urban environment. Members also highlighted that they experi-
enced improved wellbeing because the garden gave them a sense of achievement,
developed their spirituality and enabled them to feel closer to nature, as well as
providing physical and nutritional benefits through enabling them to enjoy food
produced without chemicals.
Community gardens may be a key way of improving public health in Australia
and therefore policy-makers should be focusing attention on the potential benefits
of such grass roots initiatives. Given the recent rise in food prices associated with
increasing petrol prices and the diversion of crops for the production of ethanol,
gardening in general and community gardening in particular (because of its
frequent links to low income groups in the community) may gain increased promi-
nence. However, the shortage of water associated with recent draught conditions in
Australia and the threat posed by climate change may militate against such a
development.
Further research could explore the membership profile of a range of Australian
community gardens to identify the potential for capitalising to a greater degree on the
community cohesion possibilities (Kingsley & Townsend, 2006). This research could
consider also organisational factors such as membership application processes which
may influence the profile of the gardening community. The potential of community
gardens as a mechanism for engaging members of a community who have disabilities
is something that could also be considered. Comparisons could be made between
community gardening and other gardening options with people with limited backyard
space, such as balcony gardening, rooftop gardening and pot plants indoors. If as
seems likely, such research finds that community gardening has greater benefits for
social cohesion and integration than other forms of gardening. Governments should
set up strategies to enable more people to experience the benefits of community
gardening.
In particular, in light of the ageing of Australia’s population and in the face of
increasing ethnic and cultural diversity, it would be interesting to study the effects of
community gardens on different socio-economic groups, cultures and age groups.
Emphasis could be placed on identifying the benefits of gardening for members of
the community who have a disability. Without analysis of the impacts of various
community gardens from around Australia, we limit the opportunity for promotion
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of such grass-root green initiatives to improve urban population health in our
communities.
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